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Hence we assume in the self that avidya which conceals
the 'brahma svarupa prakasa'. Ultimately the self has bra-
hmasvarupa. Still the self does not have the real avabo-
dha (awareness). In the absence of avidya, there ought to
be not only svarupa abheda but also, the avabodha. And
ifthisa'^abodha (apprehension or knowledge) is already
there, texts like 'tattvam asF which teach this identity would
be meaningless.

The self is identical with Brahman ; and it is svayam
prakasa and sarvajna. Yet there is the anavabhasa (non-
manifestation) of Brahman.  To explain this we assume
the avidya which is its 'acchadika\ If there is no such avi-
dya, we have to admit the difference between the self and
Brahman, and 'jadyatva' (unconsciousness) and ^incijjna-

tva' (non-omniscience) to the self. In such a case all the
texts teaching avidya and identity would become useless
and faulty. Such texts comply the words "lamas, anrita,
nihara, ajnana, avritatva' etc. These words propound a
positive entity called ajnana which causes the "anavabhasa-
dhyasa\ and the denial of avidya would amount to inter-
preting ajnana as only jnanabhava (negation of kaowledge).

If the self and Brahman are identical, whence arises
the distinction between the two, which distinction attributes
'avidyasrayatva' to the one and 'sarvajnatva' to the other5 ?
Thrfee vi^ws are propounded to answer the question, i) That
the self is delimited by antahkarana whence arises the diffe-
rence (view of Bhamati); ii) That it is due to 'atireka'
which is a property that achieves identity - in - difference
(theory of Bhaskara) ; and iii) That it is due to the 'amsa-
msibhava (jpart and whole relation) which is natural and
not artificial (opinion of Yadava Prakasa). To reject all